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It is the mission of the Bureau of Land Management to sustain the health, diversity, and productivity of the
public lands for the use and enjoyment of present and future generations.
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Public Disclosure Notice: Comments, including the names and addresses of respondents, will be available ‘

for public review at the Bureau of Land Management office address listed on the front cover of this

document, during regular business hours, Monday through Friday, except holidays. Individual respondents

may request confidentiality. If you wish to withhold your name or street address from public review or from

disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act, you must state this prominently at the beginning of your

written comment(s). Such requests will be honored to the extent allowed by law and recent court decisions. (

All submissions from organizations, businesses, or individuals identifying themselves as representatives or

officials of organizations or businesses, will be made available for public inspection in their entirety. //
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Reno, Nevada 89520-0006
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In Reply Refer To:

1610 (NV-910)
June 24, 2005

Dear Reader:

Enclosed for your review and comment is the Draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact
Statement (Draft RMP/EIS) for the Ely District. The Draft RMP/EIS considers and analyzes five
alternatives that address future management options for approximately 11.4 million acres of public
lands in east-central Nevada administered by the Bureau of Land Management's Ely Field Office. The
alternatives are presented as Alternatives A through E and include a No Action Alternative and an
agency preferred alternative. While an agency preferred alternative has been identified and analyzed
for this Draft, a final decision has not been made. The final decision, which will be documented in a
Record of Decision, will be made only after consideration of the comments received on the Draft
RMP/EIS and after a Proposed RMP/Final EIS has been released.

Your review and comments are needed to ensure that your concerns are adequately addressed in the
planning process. The public review period for the Draft RMP/EIS is 120 calendar days and will begin
with the publication of the Notice of Availability in the Federal Register by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency. Additional information on public meeting dates and times to discuss the draft plan
and provide comments will be released via the RMP/EIS Planning Bulletin and news media after
publication of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency notice. Written comments should be sent to
the RMP Project Manager at the Ely Field Office, submitted via email to elyrmp@blm.gov., or made
on the comment form available on the project website identified below. All comments will be fully
considered and evaluated in the preparation of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS, and all substantive
comments will be addressed.

Comments should be as specific as possible and address the adequacy and accuracy of the document.
Potential topics for comments are shown below. Please mention specific section and page numbers as
appropriate.

Identify inaccuracies or discrepancies in information.

Identify new information that would have a bearing on the analysis.
Identify new alternatives, impacts, or mitigation measures.

Make suggestions for improving management direction.

Comments, including name and street addresses of respondents, will be available for public review at
the Ely Field Office during regular business hours of 7:30 a.m. through 4:30 p.m., Monday through
Friday, except holidays, and may be published as part of the Final EIS. You may request
confidentiality if you are commenting as an individual, but you must state this prominently at the
beginning of your written comments. Such requests will be honored to the extent allowed by law.
Anonymous or illegible comments will not be considered. All submissions from organizations and
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businesses, and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations
or businesses, will be available for public inspection in their entirety.

We appreciate your help in this planning effort and look forward to your continued interest and
participation. Copies of the document may be obtained by contacting the Ely Field Office or from the
project website at http:/elyrmp.ensr.com. For additional information or clarification regarding this

document or the planning process, please contact Gene Drais, RMP/EIS Project Manager, at
(775) 289-1880.

Sincerely,

e @47

Robert V. Abbey
State Director, Nevada

1 Enclosure
1. Draft RMP/EIS
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Lead Agency: U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
Ely Field Office

Cooperating Agencies: Duckwater Shoshone Tribe Nevada Department of Wildlife
Ely Shoshone Tribe Nevada Division of Minerals
Great Basin National Park Nevada Division of Transportation
Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest ~ Nevada State Historic Preservation Office
Lincoln County Nye County
Moapa Band of Paiutes White Pine County
Nellis Air Force Base Yomba Shoshone Tribe

Project Location: . White Pine and Lincoln counties and a portion of

Nye County in east-central Nevada

Comments on this EIS Gene Drais, Project Manager

Should be Directed to: U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
Ely Field Office
HC33 Box 33500

Ely, Nevada 89301
Date Draft EIS Filed with EPA: July 29, 2005

Date by Which Comments Must November 28, 2005
be Received by the BLM:

ABSTRACT

This Draft Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (Draft RMP/EIS) provides
direction and guidance for the management of approximately 11.4 million acres of public land located in
Lincoln, Nye, and White Pine counties in eastem Nevada that is administered by the BLM Ely Field Office.
The Ely District RMP will consolidate the Schell and Caliente Management Framework Plans approved in
1983 and 1981, respectively, and the Egan Resource Management Plan approved in 1987. The Draft
RMP/EIS focuses on the principles of multiple use and sustained yield as prescribed by Section 202 of the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976.

The Draft RMP/EIS considers and analyzes five (5) altematives, including a No Action Altemative
(Alternative A) and an agency preferred altemative (Alternative E). These alternatives were developed
based on public input including scoping (February through July 2003); numerous meetings with local, state,
tribal, and federal agencies (Cooperating Agencies); and informal meetings with interested organizations




upon their request. The issues addressed in the formulation of alternatives include maintenance and
restoration of resiliency to disturbed ecological systems within the portion of the Great Basin administered
by the Ely Field Office, protection and management of habitats for special status species, upland and
riparian habitat management, noxious weeds, commercial uses (including livestock grazing, mineral
development, oil and gas leasing, rights-of-way and communication use areas), Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern, travel management, land disposal, and wild horses. The alternatives provide for an
array of altemative land use allocations and variable levels of commodity production and resource protection
and restoration.

An agency-preferred altemative has been identified in this Draft RMP/EIS. The preferred alternative is not a
final agency decision; rather, it is an indication of the BLM’s preliminary preference at the Draft RMP/EIS
stage in the environmental review process. This preference may change based on the agency and public
comments that are received on the Draft RMP/EIS. Through interdisciplinary review and discussion by the
Ely Field Office Interdisciplinary Team and Core Team, the Cooperating Agencies, the Eastem Nevada
Landscape Coalition Science Committee, the Ely Field Manager, and the Nevada State Director, BLM has
formulated Alternative E as its agency preferred altemative. This alternative includes the most appropriate
management direction contained in the four other alternatives (Altematives A through D), as well as
direction that strikes'a “middleground” among alternatives. Altemative E includes implementation of the
Eastern Nevada Landscape Restoration Project, management of all physical and biological resources and
resource uses for the multiple-use of renewable and nonrenewable resources, development of commodities,
and allowance for future recreation and economic development of the counties and communities within the
Ely District.

Responsible Official for EIS: Robert V. Abbey
State Director, Nevada
Bureau of Land Management, Nevada State Office
1340 Financial Bivd.
Reno, NV 89502
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READER’S GUIDE
Preparation of this document was guided by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) planning regulations
issued under the authority of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 and federal
environmental policy under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. The Draft Resource
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) primarily focuses on planning issues and
the decisions needed to resolve them. The issues of greatest concem at the draft stage are listed below in
alphabetical order. '

e Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) (see Table 2.4-1, Section 2.5.22, Section 3.22, and
Section 4.22) '

o Land Disposal (see Table 2.4-1, Section 2.5.12, Section 3.12, and Section 4.12)
e Mineral Extraction (see Table 2.4-1, Section 2.5.18, Section 3.18, and Section 4.18)

e Noxious and Invasive Weed Management (see Table 2.4-1, Section 2.5.21, Section 3.21, and
Section 4.21)

e Special Status Species (see Table 2.4-1, Section 3.7, and Section 4.7)

o Travel Management and Off-highway Vehicle Use (see Table 2.4-1, Section 2.5.14, Section 3.14, and
Section 4.14)

+ Vegetation Treatment (see Table 2.4-1, Section 2.5.5, Section 3.5, and Section 4.5)

e Watershed Management (see Table 2.4-1, Section 3.19, and Section 4.19)

e Wild Horses (see Table 2.4-1, Section 2.5.8, Section 3.8, and Section 4.8)

¢ Wildlife (see Table 2.4-1, Section 3.6, and Section 4.6)

Other management concems are addressed in the RMP/EIS, but did not drive the formulation of the
alternatives. To assist agency decision-makers and the general public in choosing appropriate solutions to
the planning issues, five alternatives or .combinations of management options are proposed and their
impacts evaluated. The alternatives were limited to those that span a reasonable and implementable means
of managing public lands, while offering a broad range of options.

Document Format

The format of the RMP/EIS is based on BLM guidance issued in 2002. The guidance document was meant
to provide a common look and feel to all RMP planning documents being prepared by BLM across the west.




READER'S GUIDE

The RMP/EIS is organized around 26 topical headings, which cover the range of resources, resource uses,
and program areas managed by the Ely Field Office. Each topic retains the same last digit section number
throughout the document from Chapter 2.0 through Chapter 4.0. For example, Air Quality has the final digit
of 2, while Health and Safety has the final digit of 27. Introductions have the final digit of 1.

Two terms are used throughout the document that the reader should understand clearly before proceeding
with review;

Ely District refers to the geographic area in White Pine, Lincoln, and Nye counties that contains
BLM-administered lands. Not all lands within the Ely District are owned by the federal govemment or
managed by the BLM. Resources are described as being on the Ely District.

Ely Field Office refers to the BLM’s administrative unit that manages the Ely District. BLM staff members are
part of the Ely Field Office.

Summary

The Summary provides an overview of discussions detailed in the full document and serves as a Synopsis
of the planning process and the altemative proposals and potential environmental consequences resulting
for that process.

Chapter 1.0 (Introduction)

This chapter contains background information on the planning process and prepares the reader for the
information that is presented in the rest of the document. The nine main sections in Chapter 1 include the
Purpose of and Need for Action, Planning Area and Map, Ely District RMP/EIS Overview, BLM Planning
Process, Planning Criteria, Scoping Issues, Management Framework and Implementation, Relationships
that are Key to the Ely District RMP/EIS, and Consistency with Other Programs, Plans, and Policies.

Chapter 2.0 (Alternatives)

This chapter provides the description of management scenarios proposed for implementation by the Ely
Field Office. This chapter includes a large table that summarizes the alternative proposals, followed by the
detailed management direction for each resource program.

Chapter 3.0 (Affected Environment)

This chapter provides background information on the various resources, resource uses, and programs

administered by BLM that could be impacted by plan decisions, and describes their conditions, trends, and
current management. This chapter is organized with the same topical structure as Chapter 2.0.
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Chapter 4.0 (Environmental Consequences)

This chapter describes the projected impacts and changes that would result with implementation of each of
the alternatives. The chapter is organized by the same topic section format as Chapter 2.0 and Chapter 3.0;
topics are then subdivided by altemative. A table that compares (in summary form) the impacts of
implementing the alternatives is found at the beginning of Chapter 4.0.

Chapter 5.0 (Consultation and Coordination)

This chapter includes a description of public involvement opportunities and collaborative processes and
provides lists of agencies and organizations receiving the document.

Chapter 6.0 (List of Preparers and Reviewers)

This chapter identifies the preparers of the Draft RMP/EIS along with the Cooperating Agencies that
reviewed and provided comments on draft sections and documents as the Draft RMP/EIS was being
prepared.

Other Information

Tables, Maps, and Figures have been included throughout the document to display and summarize
pertinent information. Acreages displayed in this document should be considered approximations even
when displayed to the nearest acre. Most acreages were calculated from Geographic Information System
coverage and rounded to the nearest 1,000 acres. As a result, the acreages presented may not match acres
provided in prior published documents containing calculations from master title plats or other base data. The
data used throughout this document are for land use planning purposes and not necessarily for on-the-
ground implementation. The precision afforded by Geographic Information System calculation does not
reflect project-level accuracy. Acreage figures that are provided in this document for land use plan analysis
purposes will be refined as subsequent site-specific analysis is conducted.

Appendices are lettered sequentially based on their first reference within the document and are contained
on the CD-ROM you received individually or included as part of the printed copy of the RMP/EIS. Each
appendix may contain several pieces of information related to the appendix topic.

All maps have been included in the separate map volume for easy reference and are numbered sequentially
based on their first reference within the section they support. Maps related to appendix material are included
and referenced within each appendix and are not numbered with the RMP/EIS document maps.
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ELY RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

Q - What is the Great Basin Restoration Initiative?

A - The Great Basin Restoration Initiative is a Bureau of Land Management (BLM) program in 5 western
states including Nevada to restore the landscape (including watersheds and vegetation) within the Great
Basin geographical area to a healthy and resilient condition. A watershed is a topographic area where water
drains to a common river, stream, water body, or closed basin.

Q - Why do the Great Basin landscapes need to be restored?

A - There is a critical need to restore and maintain ecological diversity and resiliency within major portions
of the Great Basin. The vegetative communities of the Great Basin have changed substantially over the past
150 years. Activities, such as livestock grazing, recreation, forest and woodland management, fire
management, mineral exploration and mining, off-highway vehicle use, and the inadvertent introduction of
noxious weeds and exotic invasive species have contributed to the change of vegetative conditions. These
changes have led, in many instances, to steadily increasing fuel loads; increased fire ihtensity, size, and
frequency; subsequent loss of soil productivity and vegetative diversity; and deterioration of watersheds (i.e.,
soil erosion and reduced water quantity and quality).

Q - What would happen if no action is taken to restore landscapes within the Ely District?
A - The conditions described in the previous question would continue, and there would be an increasing

potential for further degradation, particularly more intense fires and further expansion of invasive species.
The Ely Field Office believes it has the responsibility to begin landscape restoration as soon as possible in
order to provide options for future generations by maintaining ecological health of the landscapes in the
District. Allowing the current degradation to continue is unacceptable.

Q - How will the Ely Resource Management Plan (RMP)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) help
restore Great Basin landscapes?

A — The Ely RMP/EIS will provide programmatic direction for landscape restoration on a watershed basis. In
the past, project proposals would have been developed and implemented based upon boundaries of
livestock grazing allotments. The Ely RMP/EIS will implement a policy change that directs BLM to plan and
implement decisions based on watershed boundaries. Resources and resource uses will be managed to
restore or maintain ecological health. Certain resource management changes and active treatments may
need to be implemented, in portions of watersheds, to accomplish this objective.

Q - What is an RMP?
A - An RMP is a land use plan that prescribes broad, multiple-use guidance for managing public lands
administered by the BLM.

Q- What is an EIS?

A — An EIS, required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), is a document that ensures that
potential impacts of proposed management decisions are analyzed and described. The EIS process also
provides numerous opportunities for public participation and input into the process.
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Q - Why prepare an Ely RMP/EIS?

A — Comprehensive evaluations of the existing land use plans for the three planning areas within the Ely
District in 2001 and 2002 indicated a need for revisions to provide for appropriate management of all BLM
programs District-wide. The RMP/EIS also is needed to facilitate implementation of the Great Basin
Restoration Initiative.

Q - What public lands are covered by the Ely RMP/EIS?
A - The Ely RMP/EIS covers the approximately 11.4 million acres of public lands located in Lincoln, White
Pine, and a small portion of Nye counties in east-central Nevada administered by the BLM Ely Field Office.

Q - What activities/resources are addressed in the Ely RMP/EIS?
A - The Ely RMP/EIS is a comprehensive document that addresses all activities and resources on the
11.4 million acres administered by the BLM Ely Field Office.

Q - How will projects designed to restore Great Basin landscapes be derived?

A - The Ely RMP/EIS will provide management direction to plan and implement decisions based on
watershed boundaries. In the future, watershed analyses will be performed to determine if Resource
Advisory Council standards are being met within a watershed. If standards are being met, a restoration plan
will propose projects and resource uses designed to maintain the condition of the watershed. If standards
are not being met, the restoration plan will propose projects and resource uses designed to improve the
condition of the watershed.

Q - What are Resource Advisory Council Standards?

A — Resource Advisory Council Standards are expressions of the physical and biological condition or
degree of function necessary to sustain healthy rangeland ecosystems. Standards that address the
physical components of rangeland ecological systems focus on the roles and interactions of geology and
landform, soil, climate, and water as they govern watershed function and soil stability. The biological
components addressed in the standards focus on the roles and interactions of plants, animals, and
microbes (producers, consumers, and decomposers), and their habitats in the ecological system. The
biological component of rangeland ecological systems is supported by physical function of the system,
and it is recognized that biological activity also influences and supports many of the physical functions of
the ecological system.

Q - How long will it take to restore the Great Basin?

A — It will take decades to restore the vegetation within the entire Great Basin. In fact, it will take much
longer than the life of this RMP to restore the vegetation within the portion of the Great Basin covered by this
land use plan. However, in the short term, the vegetation in all or portions of some high priority watersheds
will be restored as restoration projects and revised resource management is implemented.

Q - How much is it going to cost taxpayers to restore the Great Basin?
A - The cost of restoring the vegetation within the entire Great Basin is unknown. This RMP provides some
cost estimates of restoration projects that would lead toward restoration of vegetation within the portion of
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the Great Basin administered by the Ely Field Office. However, as these projects would continue well into
the future, the long-term cost is unknown.

Q - How will we know when landscapes within the Great Basin are restored?

A — Restoration is considered to have occurred when vegetation is comprised primarily of those plants
expected to live within a given portion of a watershed based upon its soil potential. The plants also are of
varying ages and sizes and are resilient to natural disturbance. Over time, more and more maintenance
projects will be proposed and implemented instead of restoration projects. Fewer and fewer noxious and
invasive species will exist.

Q - What are State and Transition Models?

A — State and Transition Models describe the variety of vegetation communities or states that can occupy
an individual ecological site based on soil potential of an area, the environmental factors that result in
continuous or reversible changes over time within a state, and the environmental factors that produce
discontinuous or nonreversible changes or transitions between states on a given site.

Q - How will State and Transition Models be used to make management decisions?
A — State and Transition Models will be used along with scientific knowledge of plants and soils to propose
projects designed to restore Great Basin landscapes.

Q - Is there support outside the BLM to restore the Great Basin?

A —Yes. The Eastern Nevada Landscape Coalition, other organizations, and private individuals fully support
the implementation of the Great Basin Restoration Initiative. The Eastern Nevada Landscape Coalition is a
community-based pantnership of approximately 90 entities representing agriculture, conservation, cultural,
and environmental interests; private enterprise; and the broader general public. The Eastem Nevada
Landscape Coalition’s mission is to restore the Great Basin's dynamic and diverse landscapes in eastern
Nevada through collaborative efforts for present and future generations.

Q ~ Are other federal, state, and local agencies cooperating with the BLM to prepare the Ely
RMP/EIS?

A — There are 14 Cooperating Agencies helping to develop the RMP/EIS: Lincoln, White Pine, and Nye
counties; Duckwater Shoshone Tribe, Ely Shoshone Tribe, Yomba Shoshone Tribe, and the Moapa Band of
Paiutes; Nevada Departments of Transportation and Wildlife; Nevada Division of Minerals; Nevada State
Historic Preservation Office; Great Basin National Park; Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest; and Nellis Air
Force Base.

Q - How are actions in the Lincoln County Conservation, Recreation, and Development Act of 2004
covered within the Ely RMP/EIS?

A — Actions in the Lincoln County Conservation, Recreation, and Development Act of 2004 constitute
Management Actions Common to All Alternatives. Chapter 3.0 — Affected Environment describes and maps
the following areas within Lincoln County: 14 areas of designated wilderness; two 0.5-mile-wide utility
corridors; and approximately 90,000 acres of land available for disposal. Upon signing of the Record of
Decision for the RMP, these areas would be withdrawn from all actions under the land laws.
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Q - How does the Ely RMP/EIS propose to manage sagebrush to benefit sage grouse and other
sagebrush obligate species?

A — Sagebrush vegetation communities within the Ely District are extremely important for watershed heatth,
wildlife habitat, and public uses. The BLM would implement the National Sage-grouse Strategy and the
Westem Association of Wildlife Agencies Sage Grouse Guidelines. It also would implement projects to
improve the condition of sagebrush communities throughout the District at several times the current rate.
These projects would include extensive removal or thinning of pinyon and juniper within sagebrush habitats.
Approximately 2.5 million acres that are in desired states would be maintained, and 3.1 million acres that
are not in desired states would be actively treated. These actions would improve the habitat of sage grouse
and other sagebrush obligate species and reverse the downward trend of their habitat.

Q - How does the Ely RMP/EIS propose to manage wild horses?

A — Wild horses would be managed to emphasize animal quality and health over animal quantity. Horse
herds should be able to survive drought conditions. Six herd management areas covering about 3.6 million
acres would be established. This represents about 67 percent of the land on which they currently exist. The
1,760,000 acres eliminated from wild horse use are lands that do not contain habitat requirement necessary
to support long-term viable wild horse populations.

Q - How many wild horses does it take to have a viable wild horse population?
A — A viable wild horse population consists of at least fifty breeding adults.

Q - How many acres of land are available for disposal?

A - About 23,358 acres in White Pine County and about 320 acres in Nye County would be available for
disposal. Up to 90,000 acres in Lincoln County would be available for disposal under the Lincoln County
Conservation, Development, and Recreation Act, of which 71,999 acres are identified in this RMP.
Therefore, there are a total of about 95,677 acres identified as available for disposal. However, the actual
number of acres that may be disposed of will depend on the demand for land by parties outside BLM and
the potential impacts of the disposal.

Q - How does the Ely RMP/EIS propose to manage off-highway vehicle use?

A - Approximately 9,836,000 acres (86 percent) of the Ely District is currently open to cross-country
off-highway vehicle use. Off-highway vehicle use would be limited to designated roads and trails on about
10,338,000 acres. About 1,062,000 acres would be closed to off-highway vehicles. These acres consist of
designated wildemess and wildemess study areas. No acres would be entirely open to vehicle use without
limitations.

Q - How many acres does the Ely RMP/EIS propose to be available for livestock grazing?

A — Initially, about 11,171,000 acres (3,000 acres less than current) would be available for livestock grazing,
subject to management objectives and modification associated with land disposal actions. Further
modification of acres available to livestock grazing could be made as watershed analyses are performed
and actions implemented.
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Q - Will the RMP/EIS restrict mineral exploration and development?

A — Yes, the RMP/EIS proposes restrictions on mineral exploration and development but this occurs on less
than 16 percent of the planning area. Over 9.6 million acres (84 percent of the planning area) would be
available for mineral exploration and development.

Q - What are Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs)?

A — ACECs are places within BLM-administered lands where special management attention is required to
protect and prevent irmreparable damage to important historic, cultural, or scenic values; fish and wildlife
resources; or other natural systems or processes; or to protect life and provide safety from natural hazards.

Q - How many ACECs are proposed?

A — Three existing ACECs would be retained and 18 additional ACECs are proposed for designation. Ten of
the 18 new ACECs have existing special designations, so there are only 8 newly designated areas. The
21 ACECs total about 351,400 acres (about 3 percent of the planning area).

Q - Can this RMP be used to promote economic development in rural areas?

A — Some portions of the RMP could be used to promote economic development in rural areas. As
BLM-administered lands are offered for disposal and transferred into private hands, it is reasonable to
assume that economic development would follow. Also, as BLM implements large-scale restoration projects,
it also seems logical that direct economic benefit would accrue to some contractors, and spin-off economic
benefit would accrue to the communities within the Ely District.

Q - Will there be more restrictions of the public’'s use of public lands?

A - As the population of east-central Nevada grows, there are additional stresses placed on the public lands
within the planning area from visitation and use. Some additional restrictions may be necessary to protect
resources.

Q - How can | participate in preparation of the Ely RMP/EIS?

A — Copies of the Draft RMP/EIS have been distributed to known interested parties. Public meetings will
be held in the communities of Ely, Caliente, Mesquite, Las Vegas, Reno, and Tonopah. These meetings
provide the public with a chance to provide comments on the Draft RMP/EIS. Dates and times for the
meetings will be posted at http://felyrmp.ensr.com. Dates and times also will be listed in local newspapers
and announced on local radio stations.

You also can provide written comments via U.S. mail or email. You can send your remarks to: Bureau of
Land Management, Gene Drais, RMP Project Manager, HC 33 Box 33500, Ely, NV 89301-9408, or
submit them to Gene Drais at elyrmp@blm.gov. Either way, please state whether you wish to be included
on future mailing lists and if you would like to receive a copy of the Proposed RMP/Final E|S.

Q - How will | know that my comments have been considered in this planning process?

A - Section 5.1.1 of Chapter 5.0 of the Draft RMP/EIS explains the Scoping Process and how comments
received during that period were used. The Proposed RMP and Final EIS will list the names of those who
commented on the Draft RMP/EIS. It also will consolidate and summarize the comments received. Further,
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changes made to the Proposed RMP based on comments will be highlighted so readers can readily tell how
their thoughts were incorporated.

Q - What is the next step in the RMP planning process?

A — The Proposed RMP/Final EIS, which incorporates comments on this Draft RMP/EIS, will be the next
document issued for public review. There will be a 30-day public protest period regarding the Proposed
RMP and Final EIS. An approved RMP and Record of Decision will be issued upon resolution of protests. -

Q - When will decisions be made? _
A - Decisions are made when the Record of Decision is signed by the Nevada State Director. This is
expected to take place in calendar year 2006.

Q - What do | need to do to protect my right to protest the final decision(s) if | am dissatisfied?
A — To develop protest rights on a land use plan, an affected party must show they have participated in the
process.

Q - Whom do | contact to learn more about the Ely RMP/EIS?

A — You can learn more on the Internet at a web site established to provide the public with up-to-date
information about the Ely RMP/EIS. The address is: http://elyrmp.ensr.com. Also, the BLM will prepare
bulletins to keep the public updated on the status of the RMP/EIS. Access http:/elyrmp.ensr.com to read the
bulletins. You also can contact BLM RMP Project Manager Gene Drais at (775) 289-1880 or on-line at
elyrmp@bim.gov.
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SUMMARY
Introduction

The BLM has prepared this Draft RMP and EIS to provide programmatic and implementable direction for
management of public lands within the Ely District and to analyze the environmental effects resulting from
implementing the alternatives addressed in this Draft RMP/EIS.

The planning area for the Ely District RMP/EIS consists of public lands in White Pine and Lincoln counties
and a portion of Nye County in east-central Nevada. The District measures approximately 230 miles
(north-south) by 115 miles (east-west). The Ely District was previously subdivided into three resource areas
(Egan, Schell, and Caliente) but is now managed as a single administrative unit. The Ely Field Office
manages approximately 11.4 million acres of public lands out of the approximately 13.9 million acres within
the boundaries of the District.

Principal communities within or adjacent to the planning area that would be affected by resource
management direction contained in the RMP/EIS include Cherry Creek, McGill, Ely, Lund, Baker, Pioche,
Panaca, Caliente, Hiko, Alamo, and Mesquite.

The RMP was prepared using BLM's planning regulations and guidance issued under the authority of the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. An EIS is incorporated into this document to meet the
requirements of the NEPA, the Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing NEPA
(40 Code of Federal Regulation 1500-1508), and requirements of BLM's NEPA Handbook 1790-1.

Purpose of and Need for Action

This RMP/EIS is being prepared to provide the Ely Field Office with a comprehensive framework for
managing lands in the planning area under the jurisdiction of the BLM. The RMP provides a public
document that specifies management policies and actions on these lands. Implementation-level planning
and site-specific projects would then be completed in conformance with the broad provisions of the RMP.
The RMP is needed to provide a land use plan consistent with evolving law, regulation, and policy.

Section 102 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act presents the overall policy for planning the
use of resources that occur on BLM-administered lands. The BLM is required to prepare land use plans that
serve as the basis for all activities that occur on BLM-administered lands. “The national interest will be best
realized if the public lands and their resources are periodically and systematically inventoried and their
present and future use is projected through a land use planning process coordinated with other Federal and
State planning efforts.” Section 202 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act requires that “the
Secretary shall, with public involvement ... develop, maintain, and when appropriate, revise land use plans.”

The purpose of the revised Ely RMP is to provide direction for management of renewable and
nonrenewable resources found within the Ely District and to guide decision-making for future site-specific
actions.
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The need for the action is to consolidate, update, and establish appropriate goals, objectives, management
actions, priorities, and procedures, within a multiple-use management context, for all BLM public land
resource programs administered by the Ely Field Office. This action is needed to update resource
management direction to allow Ely Field Office managers to meet nationwide BLM goals and objectives and
for their actions to be consistent with current BLM policy.

Across the country, the first generation of BLM land use plans was prepared in the late 1970s and early
1980s. Within the Ely District, one RMP and one Management Framework Plan (MFP) were prepared in this
timeframe. In 1996, management of the Caliente Resource Area was transferred from the Las Vegas Field
Office to the Ely Field Office. The Caliente Resource Area also was covered by a MFP. Even with periodic
amendments, these three 15- to 20-year-old plans no longer meet the management needs of the Ely Field
Office. Thus, the BLM is revising the three existing land use plans into a single RMP for the entire District.
This combined plan is expected to serve the management direction needs of the Ely Field Office for the
foreseeable future. The final Ely District RMP would remain in effect as long as the management direction
contained in the Plan is valid in light of scientific understanding and current management needs. The Plan
would be updated and amended periodically to maintain its effectiveness as long as practical. When the
Plan reaches the end of its effective life, a new plan would be prepared. However, since the life of the Plan
is dependent on many variables, it is not possible to estimate its duration.

The revised RMP will direct the Ely Field Office in resource management activities including leasing
minerals such as oil and gas; construction of electrical transmission lines, gas pipelines, and roads; grazing
management; recreation and outfitting; preserving and restoring wildlife habitat; selling or exchanging lands
for the benefit of local communities; military use of the planning area; and conducting other activities that
require land use planning decisions. The new RMP also is needed to facilitate implementation of the Great
Basin Restoration Initiative, a regional initiative to implement actions to maintain or improve ecological
health at the landscape scale. To address these management responsibilities, the Ely Field Office has
undertaken a planning effort that emphasizes a collaborative approach where local, state, federal, and Tribal
governments; the public; local user groups; and industry work with the BLM to identify appropriate multiple
uses of the public lands.

Ely Field Office Vision of the Future

The Ely Field Office vision of the future reflects the statewide BLM vision and applies this to the local setting.
The vision of the future provides a context for development of management objectives, standard practices,
performance goals, and priorities in the Ely RMP to reach the long-term goal of healthy ecological systems
while supporting sustained economic uses and local community needs. A future of resilient and diverse
landscapes is one that Ely Field Office employees will strive to achieve together with our neighbors in
eastern Nevada and the American people.
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Public Involvement

From the initiation of work on the RMP/EIS, the Ely Field Office has set consultation and coordination with
affected or interested parties as a key priority. There have been five primary elements of consultation

through preparation of the Draft RMP/EIS:

¢« RMP/EIS scoping process

» Planning bulletin mailings

« RMP/EIS web page

« Informal presentations to interested
groups

« Cooperating agency involvement

In February 2003, a 60-day scoping period
formally began with the publication of the
Notice of Intent in the Federal Register on
February 10, documenting BLM's intent to
prepare an RMP/EIS. Individuals and
organizations were invited to Ssubmit
comments in writing to the BLM. Six public

RMP Management Focus

The restoration and maintenance of healthy ecological
systems within watersheds is a primary focus for the future
management of the Ely District. Healthy ecological systems
are geographically diverse and change over time. They are
compatible with soil potential and are resilient to
disturbance.

Resources and resource uses will be managed to restore or
maintain ecological health. Certain resource management
changes and active treatments may need to be implemented,
in portions of watersheds, to accomplish this objective.
Adaptive management will be pursued to avoid deteriorating
conditions favoring invasive plants and catastrophic fires.

Any projects will be implemented so as to result in a mosaic

meetings were held in March/April, 2003, in 2 s
of vegetation within a watershed.

Ely, Caliente, Mesquite, Las Vegas, Reno,
and Tonopah, Nevada. Written comments
also were received throughout the 60-day
comment period, ending April 10, 2003.
Scoping helps identify issues important to
the management of the area and assists in
determining the extent of the analysis as
well as specific issues to be examined in the planning process

in the long term, natural disturbance {such as drought or
fire) will occur and fewer treatments will be needed to
maintain ecological health. The result will be a variety of
vegetation phases within a watershed, which will provide
diverse, healthy conditions for future generations.

Throughout the planning process, the BLM has and will continue to prepare planning bulletins to keep the
public updated on the status of the RMP/EIS. These bulletins are distributed to a mailing list of over
3,000 interested parties and also are placed on the project web page so they can be retrieved electronically.

The Ely RMP/EIS web page “went live” in November 2002 and can be accessed by the public at
http://elyrmp.ensr.com. The web page is a convenient way for the BLM to communicate with the public
conceming the RMP/EIS, and it provides the public with instant access to the ongoing EIS process as well
as background information on the BLM planning process.

The BLM Ely Field Office has strived to make the EIS process as inclusive as possible. In addition to input
from the general public, BLM staff has encouraged participation and collaboration from multiple
governmental entities and public organizations. BLM staff has attended numerous meetings in addition to
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the six official public scoping meetings and provided presentations to organizations and commissions as
invited.

Letters inviting various agencies and organizations to participate in the RMP/EIS planning process as
cooperating agencies were sent to over 30 groups. Cooperating agencies are requested to assist in
developing management direction and altematives, reviewing environmental effects, and selecting a
preferred alternative. Fourteen entities agreed to serve as cooperating agencies and have had varying
levels of involvement in the development of this Draft RMP/EIS. These agencies and groups will continue to
be involved through preparation of the Final RMP/EIS.

The BLM works in cooperation with American Indian tribes to coordinate and consult before making
decisions or approving actions that could result in changes in land use, physical changes to lands or
resources, changes in access, or alienation of lands. The Federal Land Policy and Management Act and the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, require coordination with tribes in preparing and
maintaining inventories of the public lands and determining their various resources and other values,
developing and maintaining long-range plans providing for the use of the public lands, and managing the
public lands. Federal programs are required to be carried out in a manner sensitive to American Indian
concems and tribal government planning and resource management programs.

Concurrent with the distribution of the Draft RMP/EIS, a Notice of Availability was published by the
Environmental Protection Agency in the Federal Register, which marks the beginning of the 90-day public
review. BLM also published a Notice of Availability in the Federal Register announcing the availability of the
Draft RMP/EIS for public review and comment.

The public comment period on the Ely District Draft RMP/EIS will extend for 90 days following publication of
the Notice of Availability by the Environmental Protection Agency in the Federal Register. Comments that
are received will be carefully reviewed, and substantive comments that could require changes in one or
more of the alternatives, or in the analysis of environmental consequences will be identified. Necessary
modifications and corrections will be made, and the Proposed RMP/Final EIS will be completed and
released. If protests are received on the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, they will be reviewed and resolved by the
Director of the BLM before a Record of Decision and Approved Plan are released.

Alternatives Analyzed in Detail

The basic goal of developing altematives was to prepare different combinations of management direction
that would address issues and resolve conflicts among resources and resource uses. in addition to
addressing issues, altematives must meet the purpose and need stated for the RMP, must not be remote or
speculative, and must be technically and economically practical or feasible. Each alternative is a complete
land use plan that provides a framework for multiple use management of the full spectrum of resources,
resource uses, and programs on the District. Under all altematives, the Ely Field Office would manage the
public lands in accordance with all applicable laws, regulations, and BLM policy and guidance, and to meet
the Resource Advisory Council standards for rangeland health.
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Overviews of each of the five alternatives considered in detail follow. A complete description of the
management direction contained in each altemative can be found in Chapter 2.0 of this RMP/EIS.
Vegetation treatment associated with watershed restoration is one of the key differentiators among the
alternatives. Table $-1 presents four “basic drivers” that were considered in developing the alternatives and
the quantitative and qualitative differences among the altematives for each driver.

Overview of Alternatives
Alternative A

Alternative A is the continuation of existing management on the Ely District, also called the “No Action
Altemative” under NEPA regulations. This alternative would continue present management practices based
on existing land use plans and other management decision documents. Valid decisions contained in the
Egan RMP, the Egan RMP Oil and Gas amendment, the Schell and Caliente MFP, and the Caliente MFP
Desert Tortoise Amendment would be implemented if not already completed. Direction contained in existing
laws, regulation, and policy also would continue to be implemented, sometimes superseding provisions of
the Egan RMP and Schell and Caliente MFPs. Resources, resource uses, and sensitive habitats would
receive management emphasis at present levels. Restoration of ecological systems would utilize either
active or passive methods, and would be implemented primarily in reaction to changes that occur from
events such as fire or other disturbances. Restoration activities would be conducted on approximately
10,000 acres per year. Increases in herbaceous vegetation resulting from restoration would be allocated to
livestock and wild horses as directed in the existing plans. Vegetation communities would be managed to
achieve appropriate composition of woody and herbaceous species that promote resiliency. This would
involve a mosaic of vegetation communities having differing ages (since treatment) and differing
composition and structure. The current levels, methods, and mix of multiple use management of public land
would receive attention at present levels. The three Areas of Critical Environmental Concemn (ACECs)
designated in the Desert Tortoise Amendment would be retained. In general, most activities would be
analyzed on a case-by-case basis, and few uses would be limited or excluded as long as land health
standards could be met. Off-highway vehicle use would remain relatively unrestricted throughout the District:
there would be no recreation management areas with an emphasis on off-highway vehicle use of
designated roads and trails. Fire management would continue under the existing Ely Managed and Natural
Fire Plan, which provides for the beneficial use of fire in selected situations.

Alternative B

Altemative B would emphasize the maintenance of those systems that are functioning and healthy and the
restoration of ecological systems and their historic mosaic pattems that have been degraded or altered.
There would be a coordinated effort to restore the resiliency of native vegetation in shrub communities,
woodlands, and riparian areas. Commodity production would be constrained to protect resources and
systems that display healthy ecological processes or to accelerate improvement in those areas that do not.
Production of food, fiber, minerals, and services would be more constrained than in the other alternatives,
and in some cases and some areas, uses would be excluded to protect sensitive resources. Restoration
would utilize either active (such as brush clearing) or passive (such as changes in livestock grazing)
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methods, and would be implemented proactively to build resiliency and resistance to changes that would
degrade natural systems. Restoration activities would be accelerated in comparison to Altemative A and
limited by available funding and resources. Increases in herbaceous vegetation resulting from restoration
would be reserved for watershed maintenance and wildlife. Sagebrush communities would be managed to
achieve a mosaic of herbaceous/shrub phases with minimal bare ground; interspaces between shrubs
would be occupied by perennial grasses and forbs. The three ACECs designated in the Desert Tortoise
Amendment would be retained, and 18 new ACECs also would be designated. Under this alternative,
management would more often be applied across several vegetation types with a restoration emphasis on
those areas most at risk of crossing a threshold into a less desirable vegetation community or ecological
process, rather than focusing on specific sensitive resources in particular geographic areas. Off-highway
vehicle use would be restricted to designated roads and trails; recreation management on approximately
310,000 acres would emphasize off-highway vehicle use of designated roads and trails. Fire use would be
implemented to the greatest extent possible as a vegetation treatment tool following watershed analysis.

Alternative C

Alternative C would emphasize commodity production and production of food, fiber, minerals, and services,
including provisions for several types of recreation. Under this alternative, constraints on commodity
production for the protection of sensitive resources would be the least restrictive possible within the limits
defined by law, regulation, and BLM policy, including the Endangered Species Act, cultural resource
protection laws, and wetland preservation. In this altemative, constraints to protect sensitive resources
would tend to be implemented in specified geographic areas rather than across the planning area. Active
and organized recreation activities (such as off-highway vehicle use and races) would be emphasized in this
alternative. Restoration of ecological systems would utilize either active or passive methods. Restoration
activities would be accelerated in comparison to Alternative A and limited by available funding and
resources. Increases in herbaceous vegetation resulting from restoration would be allocated to livestock.
Land health restoration activities would focus on areas with understory vegetation appropriate for the
ecological site, which could provide the production of additional forage. Sagebrush communities would be
managed to achieve sites dominated by herbaceous vegetation (i.e., grasses) with some shrubs. The three
ACECs designated in the Desert Tortoise Amendment would be retained, and 20 new ACECs also would
be designated. Off-highway vehicle use would be restricted to designated roads and trails; recreation
management on approximately 734,000 acres would emphasize off-highway vehicle use of designated
roads and trails. All wildland fires would be suppressed and prescribed fires would be used only in limited
situations as a vegetation treatment tool.

Alternative D

Alternative D would exclude all permitted, discretionary uses of the public lands including livestock grazing,
mineral sale or leasing, lands and realty actions (such as disposals, leases, rights-of-way), recreation uses
requiring permits, etc. The Ely Field Office would petition the Department of the Interior to withdraw a
majority of the planning area from locatable mineral entry. This alternative would allow no commodity
production and would include management actions necessary to maintain or enhance resources and protect
life and property. Any management actions would utilize primarily passive methods. Active restoration would
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be restricted to previously treated areas (such as chainings and seedings), areas dominated by invasive
species, and newly disturbed areas (such as those resutting from wild fires). Restoration activities would be
focused toward a much narrower set of conditions than in Alternatives B and C. Such restoration would be
primarily in reaction to changing conditions. Increases in herbaceous vegetation resulting from restoration
would be reserved for watershed maintenance and wildlife or allocated wild horses. Sagebrush communities
would be managed to protect existing native communities and to prevent invasions of annual exotic species.
No ACECs would be retained or designated. Off-highway vehicle use would be restricted to maintained
roads. Some components of the alternative may not be possible to implement because of legal constraints,
but the alternative is included for purposes of impact comparison. Wildland fires would not be suppressed
unless they are human-caused or threaten life or property.

Alternative E

Altemative E is the Ely Field Office’s preferred alternative, and represents a shift from a commodity or
individual resource allocation approach to an ecological systems approach to management (as described
for the Eastern Nevada Landscape Restoration Project in Section 1.3.3.1). This altemative emphasizes
improvement in ecological conditions and a high level of natural resource protection created by managing
natural and manmade disturbances to avoid crossing vegetation thresholds while also providing for resource
uses. This altemative would balance the need to restore, enhance, and protect resources, with the public's
desire to provide for the production of food, fiber, minerals, and services on public lands. This would be
done within the limits of an ecological system’s ability to sustainably provide these products and services
within the constraints of various laws and regulations. Restoration would utilize either active or passive
methods, and would be implemented proactively to build resiliency to prevent further degradation of
ecological systems. Restoration activities would be accelerated in comparison to Altemative A and limited
by available funding and resources. Increases in herbaceous vegetation resulting from restoration would be
distributed in a balanced approach with reservations for watershed and wildlife and allocations to livestock,
and wild horses. Sagebrush communities would be managed to achieve a variety (mosaic) of phases (age
classes) of sagebrush types with emphasis on shrub/herbaceous communities. Vegetation resources and
fish and wildlife habitats would be restored and enhanced using a variety of tools, but to a lesser extent than
Alternative B. However, constraints to protect sensitive resources could be implemented in specified
geographic areas. The three ACECs designated in the Desert Tortoise Amendment would be retained, and
18 new ACECs also would be designated. Off-highway vehicle use would be restricted to designated roads
and trails; recreation management on approximately 734,000 acres would emphasize off-highway vehicle
use of designated roads and trails. Fire use would be implemented to the greatest extent possible as a
vegetation treatment tool following watershed analysis.

Issues and Impact Conclusions

Planning issues were developed incorporating input from a number of sources including the public during
scoping, interested organizations, cooperating agencies, and BLM resource specialists. Issues that were
considered in the formulation of alternatives and analysis of impacts are presented in Section 1.6 of this
RMP/EIS. Detailed descriptions of the environmental consequences that the management direction
contained in the five alternatives would have on each resource, resource use, and management program
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can be found in Chapter 4.0. A comparison of environmental impact conclusions by altemative is presented'
in Table $-2. Also included in Chapter 4.0 are discussions of cumulative impacts and unavoidable adverse
impacts.

Decisions to be Made

Land use plan decisions, which are made on a broad (programmatic) scale, guide subsequent site-specific
implementation decisions. Specific projects for any given resource, resource use, or program that are not
analyzed in this RMP/EIS will be detailed in future activity plans or site-specific proposals, and additional
NEPA analysis and documentation will be conducted as needed.

After comments on the Draft RMP/EIS are received and reviewed, the responsible BLM officials can decide
to modify any alternative (for example combine parts of different alternatives) and analyze the environmental
consequences of the modified alternative in the Final RMP/EIS.

The aiternative selected for implementation will be presented in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, which will be
available to the public. There will be a 30-day protest period, followed by resolution of any protests and
release of a Record of Decision.
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